LCf STROMER, in LECHE, Ig2I, p. 42, footnote 3). No new collections from these localities have been described, and, therefore, the figures and descriptions published by SEGUENZA present the only information we possess concerning the species in this collection. A careful examination of the figures made it clear to me that a number of the specimens has been incorrectly identified by SEGUENZA.
SEGUENZA considers the fauna to be equivalent in age to those of Pikermi and Samos, i.e., Pontian; this is also the opinion of DEPERET (Ig08, p. 306 1)), HAUG (1911 , p. I7Ig), PARONA (1924 , p. 557), and PILGRIM (1931 . The latter author mentions the Carnivora from the Gravitelli fauna, and apparently agrees with the identifications by SEGUENZA. A considerable portion of the collection was identified by SE-GUENZA as Hippopotamus (Hexaprotodon) sivalensis Falconer et Cautley, the best known of the Siwalik Hippopotamidae of which numerous remains have been figured in Fauna Antiqua Sivalensis (cited below as F.A.S.) of FALCONER and CAUTLEY (1847). As mentioned already by STROMER (1914, p. 32 ) the Sicilian remains cannot belong to sivalensis. A careful study of the figures given by SEGUENZA made it evident to me that part of the supposed remains of Hippopotamus in reality belong to a bovid (pp. 3 19-320), and another part to a rhinoceros (pp. 322-324). These two forms have not yet been recorded from Gravitelli, and thus present two interesting new elements to its fauna. The true Hippopotamus remains turned out to belong to a species which I believe 1) Subsequently DEPÉRET (1909, p. 140) states that the Gravitelli fauna probably must be referred to the extreme base of the Plaisancian. 1) The fauna of Casino near Siena in Italy, which contains the hexaprotodont Hippopotamus pantanellii Joleaud, originally was supposed to be Pontian (PANTANELLI, 1879, 1886), more recent than Pikermi and Eppelsheim (MAJOR, 1875, p. 243), or uppermost Pontian (HAUG, 1911 (HAUG, , p. 1719 JOLEAUD, 1920, p. 19) . Other authors, however, consider this fauna to be post-Pontian (DEPÉRET, 1909, p. 140; OSBORN, 1910, p. 312; PILGRIM and HOPWOOD, 1928, p. 74) ; in his latest correlation table PILGRIM (1940, p. 1 1) refers the Casino fauna to the Plaisancian. DEPRAT (1904, p. 105) mentions Hippopotamus spec., together with some typically Pontian Mammals, from Heria in Euboea. I have not found any subsequent notice about this find in hippopotamological literature. HAUG (191 I, p. 1720) states that this record demands verification.
2) According to LYDEKKER (1884, p. 47) there is a gradual shortening of calvarium and lower jaw, and a reduction of the I2. The final stage is represented in Hippopotamus palaeindicus Falconer et Cautley, originally supposed to be tetraprotodont (F.A.S., pl. 57 fig. 5 ), in which species I2 is only small and situated on a level with the upper margin of the very large I1 and I3 (LYDEKKER, 1884, pl. VI fig. 2 ). LYDEKKER is not certain as to which of the incisors becomes reduced in the upper jaw. However, in sivalensis, I3 being the smallest already (F.A.S., pl. 62 fig. 3 ), one might have concluded that it is the third incisor which reduces in the upper jaw, as shown by VON KOENIGSWALD (1934) on the evidence of material from Java.
3) For the exact type locality see PAPIER (1878).
